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INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Women are becoming a major force in the labor market to­
day. About 35% of all United States women of working age (18 
to 65) are now in the labor force at any given time, compared 
to only 18% in 1900 and 25% in 1940. Nearly half of all women 
spend some part of each year working for pay (Lewis, 1968). 
The pattern of employment for women is also changing. 
Although in 1940 less than 15% of the married women were 
employed, in 1960 over one-third of the married women had a 
job. The incidence of married women between the ages of 45 and 
54 who work rose from 24% in 1940 to 50% in 1960 (Lewis, 1968), 
and the U.S. Department of Labor reports that almost half of 
those in the 35-44 year age group work. It is anticipated 
that by 1980, the number of women workers will probably rise 
41%, as compared with a 27% rise in number of men workers 
(Harbeson, 1967). Thus, a larger proportion of married women 
are entering the work force. Many of the older women are 
probably those whose families have grown, and who have decided 
to return to work. 
Interest in women's employment and career patterns has 
also grown. The employment patterns of women have been studied 
by the Women's Bureau of the U.S. Department of Labor (1966) 
and by Surette (1967, p. 85), who reported that the "work 
patterns of young women have undergone notable changes within 
the last three decades. They seek more schooling, earlier 
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marriages, and more employment than ever before." 
Until approximately 20 years ago, most women stayed at 
home once they were married. Historically, women have had to 
make a choice between marriage and a career. Those who chose 
marriage settled down to a domestic life of keeping house and 
raising children. Those who decided to pursue a career often 
found themselves "doomed" to spinsterhood. They entered 
occupations dominated by males or became school teachers (an 
occupation at least acceptable for a woman, if she were 
determined to work, or forced to because of lack of marital 
possibilities) and relinquished plans for marriage and a family. 
Even spinsters were often supported by their families; there 
was no expectation that an unmarried woman would work. Until 
recently (World War II and after), the accepted social pattern 
was either-or, either marriage or a career (Harbeson, 1967). 
Several social influences have combined to bring about a 
change in attitude of many women toward the marriage versus 
career dilemma. Life span has lengthened greatly. Even as 
late as 1900, the average life span of a woman was only 50.7 
years. Today, life expectancy for white women is 74.6 years; 
nonwhite women have an expectancy of 67.2 years (U.S. Bureau 
of the Census, 1970). And women are marrying at earlier ages 
(Harbeson, 1967). Thus, women have more productive years 
available once their children are grown. 
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Labor-saving devices have cut down on the amount of 
actual housework and have freed the housewife from many of the 
mechanics of operating a household. Thus she has more time to 
spend on alternatives to the traditional homemaker role. 
Increased industrialization has brought with it the need 
for additional trained workers. Many women who were mobilized 
as skilled workers, to replace men serving in World War II, 
have continued in their jobs and have been leaders in a trend 
to combine marriage and a career. 
Career Patterns of Women 
Whereas in 1890 the number of women working outside their 
homes declined steadily after age 20, this pattern is changing 
today. At present a decline in the percentage of women 
employed takes place between the ages of 18 and 30, with a 
sharp rise again between 30 and 40, and a continued gradual 
increase until age 50, where there is a leveling off (Harbeson, 
1967). Thus it appears that more and more women are consider­
ing a combination of marriage and a career. This new feminine 
life pattern is characterized by "early and nearly universal 
marriage, the growing trend toward work outside the home, and 
especially entering a profession again, or for the first time, 
when the children are older" (Newcomer, 1960, p. 37). Thus, 
with increased interest in work outside the home, the possi­
bility of choice among careers which can be combined with 
marriage is emerging. 
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Several life patterns, with different combinations of 
marriage and career, have developed, aside from the traditional 
dichotomy of marriage versus a career. Some women now work 
until they are married, or until they have children, then 
leave the work world to raise a family, never to return. 
Others may work until marriage or a family, quit until the 
children finish college, and then return to a job. Another 
group may not work at all after marriage but then may begin a 
career after the children have left home. Some women work 
until children are born, leave the work force while the 
children are young, then rejoin the work force when the chil­
dren enter school. A more job-oriented woman may work fairly 
continuously, with short periods of time off when children are 
born. And another group, possibly more committed to careers, 
may choose not to marry or may limit number of children or 
home involvement. 
The fact that there is some ambivalence toward combining 
marriage and a career is often apparent. In spite of the 
increased opportunities for combining careers with marriage, 
many women still prefer the role of mother and homemaker over 
that of wage earner. In fact, Harbeson (1967, p. 19) reports, 
"It is difficult to persuade girls during their high school 
and college years to look beyond their goals of marriage and 
family, and so to plan in accordance with their full capabil­
ities for those segments of their lives in which they will 
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eventually find themselves interested in employment outside 
the home." 
Strong (1943, p. 129) has also commented on the haphazard 
way in which many women approach preparing for a career. He 
states, "Far too many women enter an occupation as a stop-gap 
until marriage. Consequently, they take a job because it is 
convenient, not because they intend to continue in it 
indefinitely." 
Zytowski (1969) has presented several postulates con­
cerning the vocational development of women. He postulates 
that the modal life role for women is that of homemaker. In 
other words, woman's traditional role has been organized 
around the nurturance of children and the support of the 
husband's breadwinning efforts. He also postulates, however, 
that woman's role is not static. Eventually, he feels, it 
will have no distinction from man's role. 
Research on Career and Homemaking Orientations 
With the apparent conflict between the traditional role 
of woman as homemaker and the emerging pattern of work combined 
with a career, it would seem important to look at the research 
surrounding the career and homemaking orientation of women. 
Many of the researchers have looked at preference for a 
career and preference for homemaking as opposite ends of a 
continuum, and most studies of career-homemaking orientation 
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have been designed in terms of this continuum. For some 
researchers the continuum has become a dichotomy of career 
versus homemaking orientation. 
In one of the earliest studies directly involving the 
career-homemaking dimension, Hoyt and Kennedy (1958) investi­
gated interest and personality patterns in college women. They 
hypothesized differences between career-oriented and homemaking-
oriented women in their responses to the Strong Vocational 
Interest Blank for Women (SVIB, Form W) and the Edwards 
Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS). 
The 386 original subjects, freshman women at Kansas State 
College, were divided into two groups on the basis of their 
responses to a questionnaire concerned with postcollege plans. 
The career group (N=30) consisted of those women who checked 
either of the following two statements as indicative of their 
future plans: "I intend to be a career woman; I would not 
consider giving up a career for marriage" or "I may get married 
eventually, especially if I don't have to give up my profes­
sional career." The homemaking group {N=71) checked one of 
the following statements: "I definitely do not expect to work 
in any professional job (one that requires college training) 
after my college studies are completed" or "I expect to get 
married and do not plan on working in a career at all; but I 
hope to be qualified, through my studies, for a job in case my 
marriage plans don't work out." Those who chose intermediate 
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statements were not included in the study (A criticism 
might be leveled here in that only 101 of the original 386 
subjects were ultimately used in the analysis.). 
Scores of the two groups on each of the 28 SVIB (Form W) 
scales were compared. The career group scored significantly 
higher on the Artist, Author, Librarian, Psychologist, Physical 
Education Teacher, Physician, Lawyer, and Dentist scales. The 
homemaking group scored significantly higher on the Buyer, 
Housewife, Elementary Teacher, Office Worker, Stenographer-
Secretary, Business Education Teacher, Home Economics Teacher, 
and Dietitian scales. 
The two groups were also compared on the 16 scales of the 
EPFS. The Achievement, Intraception, and Endurance scale 
scores were significantly higher for the career group, while 
the homemaking group had higher Heterosexuality and Succorance 
scores. 
Wagman (1966) attempted to cross-validate Hoyt and 
Kennedy's findings of the msasured interests of career- and 
homemaking-oriented women. A sample of 140 women college 
students in a general psychology course was divided into two 
groups, career-oriented and homemaking-oriented, by means of 
responses to the Hoyt and Kennedy future expectations question­
naire. Wagman's procedure differed from Hoyt and Kennedy's, 
however, in that he administered only the four statements 
which Hoyt and Kennedy had used to differentiate the two 
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groups and thus utilized all of his original subjects. This 
procedure put 38 subjects into the career group and 102 into 
the homemaking group. 
The two groups were compared on the 28 SVIB (Form W) 
scales, and on the six scales of the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey 
(AVL) Study of Values. The career group significantly exceeded 
the homemaking group on the Lawyer, Psychologist, and Physician 
scales, while the homemaking group was higher on the Home 
Economics Teacher, Dietitian, and Housewife scales. For the 
remaining nine scales that differentiated the two groups in 
Hoyt and Kennedy study, seven scales were in the same direction, 
although not significantly so. In comparing scales on the AVL 
Study of Values, he found the career group significantly 
higher on the Theoretical scale and lower on the Religious 
scale than the homemaking group. 
Wagman concluded (1966, p. 800), "For six scales this 
cross-validation provides further buttressing for the conten­
tion of Hoyt and Kennedy that women planning marriage versus 
women planning essentially for professional careers do differ 
in certain patterning characteristics on the SVIB." 
Vetter and Lewis (1964) attempted to validate and extend 
Hoyt and Kennedy's study. Rather than a university-wide 
freshman women sample, their sample consisted of 218 senior 
women in a college of home economics. Each subject responded 
to an item with an 11-point response scale, on which she 
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indicated preference for homemaking or a professional career 
and the strength of that choice. In addition, she was also 
asked to indicate her expectation of future career plans along 
the same continuum on a similar scale. 
Subjects were administered the SVIB (Form W) and a 36-
item biographical inventory. GuiIford-Zimmerman Temperament 
Survey scores were available for all subjects, as most had 
taken it during their freshman year. Intercorrelations were 
obtained for 44 variables: two attitude scale scores, three 
freshman orientation scores, high school grade point, 28 SVIB 
scales, and 10 Guilford-Zimmerman scales. 
Their results using the SVIB were somewhat different from 
those in the previously described studies. High scores 
(indicating career preference) on the career-homemaking scale 
correlated positively with the Lawyer and Life Insurance 
Saleswoman scales and negatively with the Housewife, Elementary 
Teacher, Home Economics Teacher, and Occupational Therapist 
scales. They attributed the discrepancy between the scales 
that they found significant and those found in other studies 
to several differences between the studies (1964, p. 597): 
"the greater homogeneity of the [Vetter and Lewis] sample, the 
linearity of the present criterion, and the use of correlation 
rather than t-tests to determine significance of differences." 
Vetter and Lewis also found a negative correlation 
between American Council on Education test scores (used as an 
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ability measure) and career preference; the more intelligent 
girls were less oriented toward a career. The authors 
hypothesized that more intelligent girls set more realistic 
goals for themselves. 
Tyler (1964) investigated development of career pattern 
in high school girls as part of a longitudinal study. Instead 
of differentiating homemaking from career groups on the basis 
of a questionnaire, as had other researchers, she used SVIB 
(Form W) scores to separate the two groups. Her criteria for 
the career group were the following: A score of 3+ or higher 
on one or more of the career scales (Housewife, Stenographer-
Secretary, and Office Worker were classified as noncareer 
scales; all others were career scales), and a score on one or 
more of the career scales higher than the average of the three 
noncareer scales. Criteria for inclusion in the noncareer 
group involved scores of A or B+ on at least two of the three 
noncareer scales, at least a B score on the other noncareer 
scale,- and no score on any or the career scales higher than 
the scores on the noncareer scales. 
Of her 76 female subjects, only 15 qualified for the 
career group, while 30 were classifiable as members of the non-
career group. Thus, she utilized only slightly over one-half 
of her available sample. 
Tyler found that the career group averaged higher than 
the noncareer group in academic ability and achievement (high 
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school grade point averages, Science Research Associates 
Primary Mental Abilities Tests, Iowa Tests of Educational 
Development). However, she mentions, none of the results 
reached statistical significance, a fact that she fails to 
emphasize in her summary of results. She also found personality 
differences between the career and noncareer groups, with the 
career group obtaining higher scores on the Responsibility, 
Tolerance, Self-Control, and Psychological-mindedness scales 
of the California Psychological Inventory. 
Gysbers, Johnston and Gust (1968) also used the SVIB (Form 
W) to differentiate between career and homemaking groups. The 
Housewife scale was arbitrarily chosen as a reference point. 
Those scales (Business Education Teacher, Office Worker, 
Elementary School Teacher, Home Economics Teacher, and 
Dietitian) which correlated +.50 or above with the Housewife 
scale were designated as homemaker scales. Criterion for the 
homemaker group was four of these six scores in the B+ or A 
range = 
The career group criterion scales also used the Housewife 
scale as a reference point. Those scales (Artist, Author, 
Psychologist, Lawyer, and Physician) which correlated -.50 or 
above with the Housewife scale were designated as career scales. 
The authors, however, fail to explain exactly how these career 
scales were used and how many high scores were necessary to 
meet the criterion. 
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The SVIB (Form W) was administered to college women and 
readministered three to nine years later, along with a bio­
graphical questionnaire and an attitude survey. 
The authors found that women with stable career patterns 
were more apt to be single, have more education, and come from 
families where both parents had more education than were those 
in the stable homemaker group. Women with stable career 
patterns reported themselves to be less content with their 
level of emotional adjustment and regarded personal achievement 
as more important than regard from others. Women with stable 
homemaking patterns described themselves as more patient when 
personal needs conflicted with needs of others and were less 
apprehensive about what they would be doing 10 years from now. 
Watley (1969) separated female National Merit Scholars 
into groups based on responses to an open-ended question con­
cerning future plans for family life, work, or both. Each 
respondent was placed into one of five categories : marriage 
only,- marriage with deferred career, marriage with immediate 
career, career only, or uncertain. He found that those seeking 
an immediate career scored higher on scholastic ability tests 
(Scholastic Aptitude Test scores, Verbal and Mathematics) than 
did those who either planned no career or who planned to delay 
entering the work world. Groups also differed in willingness 
to express problems encountered in making and implementing 
their plans and problems experienced because of being a woman; 
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those who planned an immediate career were more willing to 
talk about problems and conflict. 
Carl Edwards (1969) investigated career plans of a group 
of student teachers and student nurses. Subjects indicated a 
preference for one of three life plan roles: marriage-oriented, 
career-oriented, and compromise, by choosing which of the 
following five statements best described their plans: 
"A. Marriage and a family without career involvement. 
B. Work (or study) in my profession and marriage, 
but eventually to devote full time to my home and 
children, working only if necessary. 
C. Work (or study) in my profession and marriage, 
but to devote full time to my children during their early 
years, returning to my profession after they are older. 
D. Continuing work (or study) in my profession 
after marriage with relatively short periods of inactivity 
in the profession devoted to my home and children. 
E. Work (or study) in my profession more or less 
continuously with some limitation on family involvement 
(For instance, unmarried, married without children, or 
with limited number of children)." 
Subjects also indicated career-marriage values and the 
values of eight significant others (early and current values 
of mother and father, values of best friend, values of boy­
friend,- values of school; perceived values of society) on a 
nine-point scale, from representing a "very high value on 
education and a career," to a "very high value on motherhood 
and the family." 
Edwards found no significant differences among the groups 
classified according to the three life plans in terms of 
perceived career-homemaking values of significant others. 
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Rand (1968) differentiated between career and homemaking 
groups of freshman women on the basis of responses to American 
College Survey items. Those who "agreed strongly" or "agreed" 
that finding a husband in college was more important than 
finding a suitable field of training after college were placed 
in the homemaking-oriented group. The career-oriented group 
consisted of those who chose M.D., L.L.B., D.D.S., or Ph.D. as 
their highest expected level of education and who "disagreed" 
or "disagreed strongly" that finding a husband was more 
important than choosing a field. She concluded that the 
"career-oriented freshman woman deviates from the traditional 
feminine role," while the "homemaking-oriented freshman woman; 
by contrast, appears to adhere closely to the traditional 
feminine role" (Rand, 1968, p. 449). 
Rand reports that the career sample scored significantly 
higher on nine out of 10 masculine interest and personality, 
potential, achievement, and competency scales. Exactly what 
this adds to the body of research is open to question, however, 
because she fails to clearly describe the 10 scales that she 
used. 
Parker (1966) hypothesized that marriage-oriented college 
girls would have higher scores on the SVIB (Form W) scales with 
positive male-association factor loadings and that career-
oriented girls would score higher on those scales with negative 
male-association loadings. 
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Subjects, 180 upperclass college women, were placed into 
groups on the basis of their responses to two attitude scales, 
one a marriage scale of 10 items, and the other a career scale 
of 10 items. Girls who scored high on the marriage scale and 
low on the career scale were considered to be marriage oriented. 
Those with high career scores and low marriage scores were put 
into the career-oriented group, while those with average scores 
on both scales were considered to be oriented in both direc­
tions, to be marriage-career oriented. Of the 180 subjects, 
only 30, 10 in each group, were eventually used in the analysis. 
Parker found some slight support for her hypothesis. The 
career group had significantly higher scores than the marriage 
group on the Lawyer scale and higher scores than the mixed 
group on the Librarian and Physician scales. The marriage 
group had higher scores on the Elementary Teacher, Dietitian, 
and Physical Education Teacher scales. She fails to report, 
however, which scales she was using as male-association scales. 
She also reports that girls with high career scores had 
more interest scores above the mean on Artist, Author, 
Librarian, Lawyer, Physician, and Social Worker scales. Those 
with high marriage scores were above the mean on Housewife, 
Office Worker, Stenographer-Secretary, Nurse, Physical 
Education Teacher,- and Mathematics Teacher. These findings 
seem to support those of Hoyt and Kennedy, but the small 
number of subjects makes inference from the results somewhat 
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hazardous. 
Harmon (1967b), in a 25-year follow-up with the SVIB 
(Form W), hypothesized that women who never worked or who 
worked only until marriage would have higher scores on the 
Housewife scale than women who stayed in their occupations over 
a large part of the 25 years. Subjects were women who had 
taken the SVIB when they entered the University of Minnesota 
25 years before. No important differences were found, however, 
between the groups 021 the Housewife scale. 
Farmer and Bohn (1970) studied the effect of home-career 
conflict on the level of women's vocational interests as 
measured by the SVIB (Form W). Fifty working women took the 
SVIB twice, first with standard instructions, then with experi­
mental home-career conflict-reducing instructions. They found 
that scores on career scales (No description was given as to 
how these were chosen.) increased, and scores on home scales 
decreased after the experimental instructions. 
In a study comparing different women's college majors, 
Mintz and Patterson (1969) discovered that occupational therapy 
and education majors had mora "feminine or traditional values," 
while science majors expressed more "liberal or career-oriented 
attitudes." Attitudes were measured by means of a 29-item 
Likert-type questionnaire. They also found that those college 
girls aspiring to B.A. or 3.S. degrees were more traditional 
in values than were girls hoping to earn M.S. or Ph.D. degrees. 
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Astin (1969), in studying women who had attained 
doctorates, found that mother's employment status was an 
important determinant in women's career development. Women 
whose mothers were involved in careers were more likely to be 
career women themselves. She also discovered that parents of 
women with the doctoral degree tended to be more highly 
educated and tended to be employed in professional and business 
capacities. 
Women doctorates, Astin reported, showed a high degree of 
career commitment; 91% of her sample were in the labor force, 
and 81% were working full time. 
While most of the preceding studies have focused on the 
career-homemaking dimension itself or personality or achieve­
ment variables associated with it, other studies have investi­
gated career-homemaking differentiation and achievement 
motivation (French & Lesser, 1964; Horner, 1970). Career-
oriented women were found to score higher than homemaking-
oriented women on achievement motivation measures. 
Research has also been done on the relationship between 
career orientation and the inner-other directedness dimension. 
Porter (1967) found that self-oriented women (as opposed to 
other-oriented women) were more likely to plan to enter 
graduate school and were less interested in finding husbands. 
Douvan (1970, p. 38) stated that the traditional definition of 
the female role (homemaking orientation) encourages the girl 
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"to remain fluid and ambiguous in self-definition and to 
orient toward an external audience for a reflected sense of 
self." 
Summary of the Research 
Thus we find that several investigators have postulated a 
career-homemaking dimension; each has measured it, however, in 
different ways. Watley (1969) used an open-ended question, 
separating responses into categories. Other authors (Hoyt & 
Kennedy, 1958; Wagman, 1966) used structured statements, where 
the subject chose the statement that best described her future 
plans. Rand (1968) used specified questions from the American 
College Survey, while Edwards (1969) had subjects choose among 
"life plans." Several authors (French & Lesser, 1964; Mintz & 
Patterson, 1969; Vetter & Lewis, 1964) utilized attitude 
scales, while Tyler (1964) differentiated between homemaking 
and career groups with certain scales of the SVIB (Form W). 
The use of many different kinds of measures, often 
developed by each individual researcher, lends support to 
Surette's statement that studies "have generally employed 
various locally derived questionnaires and/or rating scales. 
Although these instruments have acceptable face validity, they 
iiavô AJ- any f tsiupj-ixuax j-uuiiu,ciuj.uii whawii uv 
confidence as to their predictive validity" (Surette, 1967, 




In spite of the increasing amount of research on women's 
vocational plans and the career-homemaking dimension, little 
has been done to tie these individual findings together. Each 
researcher has tended to focus upon a specific question, and 
each has used his own questionnaire, self-constructed measure, 
or individual criterion to test his hypothesis. This method 
of conducting research is particularly evident in the study of 
the "career versus homemaking" dimension of women's vocational 
planning. 
Since the measures used in the previously described 
studies have all been postulated to differentiate between 
career and homemaking orientation, it would appear that they 
should all be measuring a common dimension. Therefore, 
HYPOTHESIS I: There is a unitary dimension of 
homemaking versus career orientation. 
Operationally, we are attempting to determine if the various 
instruments used to measure career versus homemaking orienta­
tion are all measuring the same dimension. 
Also, many other variables (such as scholastic achievement 
and ability, personality traits, parents' occupations and 
education, parents' attitudes about a career, value of 
education; and self-other orientation) have been postulated to 
be related to this career versus homemaking orientation 
dimension, implying that a particular combination of 
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characteristics describes the career-oriented woman, as 
opposed to the homemaking-oriented woman. Therefore, 
HYPOTHESIS II: Certain personality/interest/ability 





Subjects were 155 Iowa State University women students, 
representing a cross-section of the university undergraduate 
woman population (See Table 1). They were volunteers from 
undergraduate psychology courses during spring and summer 
quarters, 1971. Each subject was asked to complete a question­
naire, which was composed of instruments previously used in 
career-homemaking research. 
Variables 
The following variables were utilized to test Hypothesis 
I. All were part of a questionnaire (See Appendix A for 
questionnaire and Appendix B for questionnaire item corre­
spondence to variables.) administered to the subjects during 
spring and summer quarters, 1971. Subjects were asked to 
respond to all items = There was no time limit,- but most 
students completed all items within an hour. 
1. Watley's question. This was an open-ended question 
used by Watley (1969). Subjects read the following excerpt 
and answered the question; 
"There has been much concern recently about the proper 
role for women. Some contributors to the discussion 
emphasize the importance of being a mother and home-
maker, others stress work and a career, and still others 
maintain that these aspects of life need not conflict. 
What are your own plans for family life, work, or both?" 
Table 1. Academic classification of subjects 
College Year Special Total Sample ISU 
Freshmen Sophomores Juniors Seniors students % % 





















































Judges placed each response into one of the following five 
categories: Marriage only, marriage with deferred career, 
uncertain, marriage with immediate career, and career only. 
Two judges (Ph.D. candidates in psychology) were utilized, with 
a third judge to mediate disagreements between the two. The 
two judges agreed on 125 of the 155 responses (81%); mediation 
was needed on 30 responses. 
Because Watley's original categories were reported by the 
judges to be too vague, it was necessary to further delimit 
them. The marriage-only category was defined to include, 
besides those who never intend to work, those women who 
responded that they planned to work only until marriage, and 
those who will work only if the family needs the money. 
Marriage with deferred career included responses of women who 
will work after children reach junior high or high school age. 
Those who planned to resume work when children start school or 
who wanted a balance between family and career were placed in 
the marriage with immediate career category. 
2. Vetter and Lewis ; career preference. The 11-point 
scale used in the Vetter and Lewis study (1964) was included. 
Each subject was asked to circle a number, along a scale from 
zero to 10, to show her preference for homemaking versus a 
professional career. Homemaking was at the zero end of the 
scale with 10 representing a professional career. 
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3. Vetter and Lewis : realistic plan. This was another 
11-point scale utilized by Vetter and Lewis (1964). Instruc­
tions were the same as above, except that respondents answered 
in terms of what they thought they would end up as (homemaker 
versus professional career woman), rather than what they would 
prefer. 
4. Hoyt and Kennedy's questionnaire (1958). Subjects 
were asked which one of four statements was most indicative of 
their future plans ; 
a. "I intend to be a career woman; I would not consider 
giving up a career for marriage." 
b. "I may get married eventually, especially if I don't 
have to give up my professional career." 
c. "I definitely do not expect to. work in any 
professional job (one that requires college training) 
after my college studies are completed. "-
d. "I expect to get married and do not plan on working 
in a career at all; but I hope to be qualified, 
through my studies, for a job in case my marriage 
plans don't work out." 
Lettered responses were coded (a=4, b=3, c=l, d=2) to represent 
a scale from homemaking to career. Subjects in the present 
study reported difficulty in answering this question; in some 
cases none of the responses seemed appropriate to them. 
5. Edwards ' life styles (C. Edwards,- 1969)= Each subject 
chose one of the following five statements as best describing 
her plans: 
"a. Marriage and a family without career involvement. 
b. Work (or study) in my profession and marriage, but 
eventually to devote full time to my home and 
children, working only if necessary. 
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c. Work (or study) in my profession and marriage, but to 
devote full time to my children during their early 
years, returning to my profession after they are 
older. 
d. Continuing work (or study) in my profession after 
marriage with relatively short periods of inactivity 
in the profession devoted to my home and children. 
e. Work (or study) in my profession more or less 
continuously with some limitation on family involvement 
(For instance, unmarried, married without children, or 
with limited number of children)." 
Responses were coded on a 1-5 scale, with a=l to e=5. 
6. Tyler; SVIB (1964). Following Tyler's criteria, the 
students' SVIB (Form TW398) profiles were classified into non-
career and career groups. Tyler included in the career group 
those profiles which met the following two criteria: A score 
of B+ or higher on one or more of the career scales (defined 
by Tyler as all scales except Housewife, Stenographer-Secretary, 
and Office Worker); and a score on one or more of the career 
scales higher than the average of the three noncareer scales. 
Her noncareer group met the following three criteria; An A or 
B+ on at least two of the three noncareer scales, at least a B 
on the other noncareer scale, and no score on any career scale 
higher than scores on the noncareer scales. 
For the purposes of this study it was necessary to alter 
several of the procedures from those used by Tyler. Because 
Form TW398 of the SVIB was used in this study, while Tyler 
used Form W, the scales were not identical. As the Housewife 
and Office Worker scales were no longer on the new form, it 
was necessary to choose different noncareer scales. Because 
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of high correlations of Elementary Teacher (r=.71) and Home 
Economics Teacher (r=.85, Campbell, 1971) with the Homemaking 
basic interest scale, it was decided to use these scales, 
along with the Secretary scale, as the noncareer scales. Also, 
because Tyler's criteria did not fit all profiles, they were 
expanded from a two-category decision to a four-point scale. 
Thus, those profiles could be included which fulfilled require­
ments for both categories, neither category, or which fell 
somewhere in between. Even so, the majority (105 of 155) fell 
into the career group, indicating that perhaps the two forms 
or the two populations were not equivalent. 
7. Gysbers et al.; SVIB (1968). Gysbers et al. used 
the following criteria in separating homemaking and career 
groups. Classification in the homemaking group included those 
subjects whose SVIB profiles had four of the following six 
scales in the B+ or A range: Business Education Teacher, 
Office Worker, Elementary Teacher, Home Economics Teacher, 
Dietitian, and Housewife. The career criteria included an 
unreported number of the following scales in the B+ or A range: 
Artist, Author, Psychologist, Lawyer, and Physician. 
Because several of the scales (Office Worker, Housewife, 
and Author) are not on the new form TW398, and because the 
number of criterion career scales was unavailable, it was 
necessary to further define the two groups. Since Gysbers 
et al. had used correlations with the Housewife scale in 
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determining the reference scales, it was decided to use 
correlations again, this time with the Homemaking basic 
interest scale (Correlations between scales between forms were 
unavailable.). Business Education Teacher, Elementary Teacher, 
Home Economics Teacher, and Dietitian were retained, and 
Executive Housekeeper (r=.57, Campbell, 1971), Saleswoman (r= 
.53, found to correlate .82 with the old Housewife scale; 
Johnson, 1971), Registered Nurse (r=.56), and Telephone 
Operator (r=.50, found to correlate .79 with the old Housewife 
scale; Johnson, 1971) were added. The homemaking group cri­
terion was defined to be three of these scales in the B+ or A 
range. 
In addition to the career scales still available on the 
new form (Newswoman was substituted for Author.), criterion 
scales included those which correlated -.50 and above with the 
Homemaking scale; Mathematician (r=-.58) , Navy Enlisted (r= 
-.51), and Navy Officer (r=-.78, Campbell, 1971). Those in the 
career group met the criterion of three of the career scales 
in the B+ or A range. 
Also, it was necessary to partition the profiles into 
seven categories along a scale based on number of SVIB scales 
matched, in order to classify all profiles. 
8. Counselor judgment: SVIB. Two counselors (Ph.D. 
candidates in psychology, with training and experience in the 
use of the SVIB) were asked, based on their use and knowledge 
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of the SVIB, to place each SVIB (Form TW398) profile into one 
of the following five classifications: definitely homemaker, 
tendency toward homemaker, mixed or uncertain profile, tendency 
toward career, and definitely career. A third counselor (with 
the same qualifications) was asked to mediate the classifica­
tion in those cases where the two failed to agree. The two 
counselors agreed on 117 of the 155 profiles (76%). 
The following additional variables were used to test 
Hypothesis II. Several biographical items (variables 12-16) 
were included to obtain additional information and to investi­
gate relationships between the items and career-homemaking 
orientation, suggested by Vetter (1962). The items were based 
on those used by Dubois (1962) . 
9. Minnesota Scholastic Aptitude Test (MSAT). This test 
is administered during ISU freshman orientation to measure 
scholastic aptitude and general mental ability. It is a 
short form of the Ohio State Psychological Examination. It 
was included in the study to clarify the relationship between 
career orientation and ability, Vetter and Lewis (1964) having 
found a negative correlation between career preference and 
ability, while Watley (1969) found a positive relationship. 
10. Grade point average (GPA). This was the student's 
cumulative ISU grade average at the end of spring quarter, 1971. 
It was used to investigate the relationship between achievement 
and career orientation. Tyler (1964) found that her career 
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group averaged higher than her noncareer group on achievement 
measures. 
11. College major. Subjects' majors were classified on 
a seven-point scale based on the percentage of women enrolled 
in particular college majors. These percentages were derived 
from data reported by Abe and Holland (1965) and ranged from 
98 in Home Economics to 8 in Agriculture (See Appendix C). 
Those majors which were predominantly female were coded at the 
lower end of the scale, while predominantly male college majors 
were coded at the higher end. 
12. Father's occupation. Each subject responded to a 
five-option multiple choice item regarding the level of her 
father's occupation. Options ranged from unskilled or semi­
skilled labor to professional work (Dubois, 1962), 
13. Mother's occupation. Each subject responded to a 
five-option multiple choice item regarding the level of her 
mother's occupation. Choices ranged from "mainly a housewife" 
to "professional worker." 
14. Father's education. Subjects were asked to respond 
to a six-option multiple choice item reporting level of 
father's education, ranging from "didn't graduate from high 
school" to "graduate or professional work" (Dubois, 1962). 
15. Mother's education. Subjects responded to a six-
option multiple choice item reporting how much education their 
mothers had completed. The range of choices was the same as 
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above. 
16. Family view of education for women. Each subject 
responded in five-option multiple choice format to the 
question, "How important was a college education for a girl 
considered in your childhood home?" 
17. Mother's career pattern. Each subject chose from 
among five options the one most indicative of her mother's 
career pattern. Choices ranged from "She stayed at home and 
raised the family. She never has had a job outside the home 
since marriage" to "She has worked most of the time since 
marriage, with only short periods of time away from the job 
when the children were born." The options corresponded roughly 
to those asked the subjects concerning future plans in 
variable 5. Astin (1969) found that women whose mothers were 
involved in careers were likely to be career women. 
18. Parents' interest in major or career. Using a five-
option format, each subject indicated parents' level of 
interest in her choice of major or career^ This item was 
included as Vetter and Lewis (1964) reported that parents of 
career-oriented girls were more likely than parents of 
homemaking-oriented girls to be neutral or mildly disapproving 
of occupational choices of their daughters. 
19. Self-other orientation. This variable was included 
because Porter (1967) and Douvan (1970) postulated that career-
oriented girls were more self-oriented, while homemaking-
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oriented girls were more other-oriented. "Inner- or self-
directed individuals are guided primarily by internalized 
principles and motivations while other-directed persons are to 
a great extent influenced by their peer group or other 
external forces" (Shostrom, 1966, p. 5). Twenty items which 
appeared to directly measure self-other orientation were chosen 
from the 127 items of the Support Ratio (Other/Inner) scale of 
Shostrom's Personal Orientation Inventory (1966). The items 
were chosen so that an equal number of the Other and the Inner 
alternatives were scored positively. 
The scale was shortened, since administration of the 
entire 127 items would have been too time-consuming. Also, it 
was felt that fewer items would measure the dimension as 
reliably as the entire scale. Shostrom (1966) reports the 
test-retest reliability of his 127-item scale to be .84; he 
gives no internal consistency estimates. The short 20-item 
form, using the 155 subjects in this study, had a reliability 
of .65 using a KR-20 internal consistency estimate= This is 
low for a 20-item scale, but sufficient for research purposes 
(Nunnally, 1967). 
20. Achievement. The 28 items of the Achievement scale 
of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS) were 
administered as part of what was called the A-I (Achievement-
Intraception) Inventory. This scale was chosen because it was 
one of those which Hoyt and Kennedy (1958) found differentiated 
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career-oriented from homemaking-oriented women. 
21. Intraception. The 28 items of the Intraception scale 
of the EPFS were also administered as part of the A-I Inventory. 
This scale was utilized because it also differentiated between 
career-oriented and homemaking-oriented women, according to 
Hoyt and Kennedy (1958). 
Method of Analysis 
There were missing data on two variables (Fourteen sub­
jects had no MSAT scores, and 12 were missing CPA's.). Thus, 
the means for MSAT and CPA were computed for the remaining 
subjects, and these means were then substituted for the missing 
data. There were no missing data on the other 19 variables. 
Intercorrelations among the eight variables bearing on 
Hypothesis I were computed, resulting in an eight by eight 
correlation matrix. There are three methods possible to 
proceed from these variable intercorrelations to the simple 
structure factor loadings (Horst, 1965) ; the analytical, 
graphical, and hypothesis methods. The analytical method is 
the most objective; it maximizes functions so that each factor 
accounts for its maximum amount of variance. The graphical 
method, while the oldest, is also the most time-consuming. In 
addition, it has the disadvantage of being more dependent upon 
the personal judgment of the researcher, as he must plot each 
vector of factor loadings against each other vector, and after 
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evaluating the plots, he performs rotations. It is here that 
bias may enter in. 
This study used the hypothesis method. In this method 
a priori hypotheses are made as to which variables should load 
together. The number of factors is estimated, which variables 
load on these factors is hypothesized, and those variables are 
grouped for analysis. As Hypothesis I in this study stated 
that one factor would be present in the eight variables, all 
eight variables should load on that factor. In other words, 
one factor should account for most of the variance within the 
eight variables. 
A group centroid method of factor analysis was used for 
computational purposes. Like multiple group factor analysis, 
a hypothesis is adopted as to the number of factors to be 
extracted. However, unlike the multiple group method, where 
the factors are derived simultaneously, group centroid factors 
are derived successively. The group centroid loadings are 
obtained by correlating the variables with the factors. 
A second factor analysis was performed to test Hypothesis 
II. Here the purpose of the analysis was to see if the 
personality, interest, biographical, and ability variables all 
loaded on the factor(s) found in the first analysis. 
Intercorrelations were computed among all 21 variables, 
resulting in a 21 by 21 correlation matrix. A group centroid 
factor analysis was then planned to ascertain if the 13 
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additional variables loaded primarily on the factor (s) found 
in the prior analysis. 
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RESULTS 
The sample was quite representative of the ISU under­
graduate women student population (See Table 1). The largest 
difference occurred in terms of college year. Seniors were 
underrepresented in the sample, while freshmen and sophomores 
were overrepresented. On the whole, however, the sampling 
seemed quite representative, as the differences between the 
sample and population percentages were all small. 
The means, standard deviations (SD's), and ranges of 
scores for each variable are listed in Table 2. Table 2 also 
includes t-test values between the sample means and neutral 
points (variables 1-8) and between the sample means and 
available population or norm group means (variables 9, 10, 20, 
21). The frequency distribution for each variable is available 
in Appendix D. 
To examine the career-homemaking orientation of the 
sample, the means on the first eight variables were examined. 
The msan of each variable was compared with the neutral point 
(the midpoint between homemaking orientation and career orienta­
tion) on each scale= A t-test for mean differences was 
computed for each variable, comparing the observed mean and 
the neutral point. Of the eight t-tests, five were significant 
at the .01 level (d.f.=153). Variables 1 - Watley's question 
(t=3.40), 2 - Vetter and Lewis: career preference (t=4.05), 
Table 2 .  Means, standard deviations, ranges, and t-values for the variables 
Variable Mean SD Range t* 
1 Watley's question 2.66 1.30 1-5 3.40** 
2 Vetter and Lewis : career preference 4.19 2.48 0-10 4.05** 
3 Vetter and Lewis : realistic plan 4.10 2.02 0-10 5.29** 
4 Hoyt and Kennedy's questionnaire 2.59 .59 1-4 1.80 
5 Edwards' life styles 2.95 .70 2-5 1.00 
6 Tyler: SVIB 3.39 1.03 1-4 11.12** 
7 Gysbers et al.: SVIB 3.35 2.11 1-7 3.82** 
8 Counselor judgment: SVIB 2.94 1.28 1-5 .60 
9 MSAT 51.32 11.54 21-74 .93 
10 GPA 2.75 .56 .56-3.88 .22 
11 College major 2.90 1.63 1-7 b 
12 Father's occupation 3.31 1.21 1-5 
13 Mother's occupation 2.08 1.48 1-5 
14 Father's education 3.49 1.70 1-6 
15 Mother's education 3.32 1.44 1-6 — — 
16 Family view of education 
Mother's career pattern 
3.55 .92 1-5 
17 3.01 1.36 1-5 — — 
18 Parents" interest in career 2.12 .53 1-5 
19 Self-other orientation 13.22 3.01 4-20 — — 
20 Achievement 12.59 4.05 4-24 1.48 
21 Intraception 14.81 4.47 4-26 6.97** 
^d.f.=153. 
^— no norm group means available. 
* * 
Significant at or be;yond .01 level. 
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3 - Vetter and Lewis; realistic plan (t=5.29), and 7 - Gysbers 
et al.: SVIB (t=3.82) were significant in the direction of 
the homemaking end of the scales, while variable 6 - Tyler: 
SVIB (t=11.12) was significant in the direction of the career 
end. The other mean differences did not reach significance. 
Thus, it would appear that the sample leans toward a homemaking 
orientation, although the results are not clear-cut. 
The sample was about average in ability level for ISU 
students. The mean MSAT score for the study sample was 51.32 
(SD=11.54), while the all-University MSAT mean is 50.59 
(SD=12.54); this was not a significant difference between the 
two means (t=.93, d.f.=153, p<.40). In terms of GPA, the ISU 
undergraduate average GPA for spring quarter, 1971, was 2.74, 
while that of the sample was 2.75; this difference did not 
reach significance (t=.22, d.f.=153, p<.50). 
No significant difference (t=1.48, d.f.=153, p<.20) was 
found between the sample mean and the mean of Edwards' norm 
group of women college students on the Achievement scale. 
However, the sample scored significantly lower (t=6.97, 
d.f.=153, p<,01) on the Intraception scale than did Edwards' 
norm group (A. Edwards, 1959). No norm group means were 
available for comparison on the other variables. 
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Analyses for Hypothesis I 
Intercorrelations between all variables are presented in 
Table 3. Assuming independent values, a correlation coef­
ficient of .16 was necessary for significance at the .05 level 
(Snedecor & Cochran, 1967). Because most of the correlations 
among the variables involved in Hypothesis I (the first eight) 
were significant, the group centroid factor analysis for 
Hypothesis I was performed. Because it was hypothesized that 
the variables were all measuring the same dimension, one 
factor vector was hypothesized. The factor vector was coded 
11111111, that is, hypothesizing that all eight vari­
ables would load on one factor. The results of this factor 
analysis are summarized in Table 4. The residual matrix for 
the first analysis (eight variables, one factor) is shown in 
Appendix E. 
Since only 38% of the variance was accounted for by the 
use of one factor, and because of the pattern of zero-order 
ccrrolations, it was decided to hypothesize two factors post 
hoc. It was hypothesized that the first five variables, 
which all involved self-report items, would comprise one fac­
tor, and that the last three variables, those involving the 
SVIB, would constitute a second factor. The following factor 
vectors were set up to investigate the hypothesized two factors: 
Variable 12345678 
F a c t o r  A  1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0  
F a c t o r  B  0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1  
Table 3. Intercorrelations of all variables^ 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
1 37 24 25 37 12 09 18 07 06 -01 08 04 01 -07 -10 01 08 11 04 19 
2 63 30 30 18 31 30 05 -01 26 09 23 04 05 07 02 10 05 14 17 
3 29 37 25 31 37 12 11 24 00 19 -03 -02 -13 01 17 —09 18 22 
4 19 10 04 05 03 04 04 -03 01 14 09 07 02 -05 13 19 02 
5 20 2 0 20 14 12 15 11 15 13 -01 -07 12 14 -02 05 25 
6 51 66 07 04 26 22 06 07 -12 00 16 09 20 16 27 
7 78 05 11 40 11 16 06 -01 10 05 08 -01 24 25 
8 14 16 37 10 11 04 -05 -03 03 14 10 25 33 
9 38 15 05 18 04 04 09 01 -01 01 21 -01 
10 17 05 02 06 09 -07 -01 — 06 -04 12 18 
11 -02 06 03 -09 -01 -07 14 -04 09 09 
12 11 64 29 36 12 -13 05 -01 16 
13 19 42 17 56 -04 12 -11 07 
14 43 36 13 -16 04 -03 06 
15 28 15 -16 15 -14 07 
16 11 -30 01 12 -07 
17 03 15 -16 01 
18 -06 07 15 
19 -08 07 
20 11 
^Decimal points have been omitted. 
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Table 4. Results of group centroid factor analysis, eight 
variables on one factor 
Variable Factor Communality 
loading (h^) 
1 Watley's question .5824 .2835 
2 Vetter and Lewis: career 
preference .6875 .4727 
3 Vetter and Lewis; realistic 
plan .7015 .4921 
4 Hoyt and Kennedy questionnaire .4494 .2020 
5 Edwards' life styles .5712 .3263 
6 Tyler: SVIB .6124 .3751 
7 Gysbers et al.: SVIB .6588 .4341 
8 Counselor judgment: SVIB .7164 .5133 
Percent of total variance accounted for by one factor = 38.7371 
Table 5 summarizes the results of this analysis. The succes­
sive residual matrices for the second analysis (eight variables, 
two factors) are given in Appendix E, Because the group 
centroid factor analysis solution was orthogonal, the two 
factors were not correlated with each other. 
The two-factor analysis provided a better fit to the 
data. It increased the percent of variance accounted for to 
58.51% from the 38.74% accounted for by one factor, an improve­
ment of almost 20%. Values in the last residual matrix were 
Table 5. Results of group centroid factor analysis, eight variables on two factors 
2 Variable Loading Loading h 
(Factor A) (Factor B) 
1 Watley's question .6541 -.0649 .4321 
2 Vetter and Lewis : career preference .7627 .0568 .5849 
3 Vetter and Lewis : realistic plan .7436 .1174 .5667 
4 Hoyt and Kennedy questionnaire .5939 -.1263 .3687 
5 Edwards' life styles .6513 .0170 .4245 
6 Tyler : SVIB .2491 .7886 .6839 
7 Gysbers et al.: SVIB .2813 .8256 .7608 
8 Counselor judgment: SVIB .3227 .8689 .8592 
Percent variance accounted for 32.3098 26.2001 
Percent of total variance accounted for by two factors = 58.5099 
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also much smaller than in the one-factor matrix. Variables 1, 
2, 3, 4, and 5 had substantial loadings on Factor A, while 
-Variables 6, 7, and 8 had substantial loadings on Factor B. 
Analyses for Hypothesis II 
In examining the data for Hypothesis II, it was decided 
to deviate slightly from the procedure proposed. Because 
Hypothesis I was not supported, and because, on the whole, 
there were few significant correlations between the personality, 
ability, and biographical variables and those variables used 
to examine career-homemaking orientation, a factor analysis of 
all the variables did not seem useful. Instead, those 
personality and biographical items which had the highest cor­
relations with the first eight variables were combined with 
those eight variables in another group centroid factor 
analysis. This analysis included the following variables in 
addition to the eight variables used to test Hypothesis I: 
College major (11), mother's occupation (13), Achievement (20), 
and Intraception (21). These additional variables were 
hypothesized to load on both of the factors solved for in the. 
preceding analysis. Coding for the hypothesized factor vectors 
looked like this: 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 13 20 21 
F a c t o r  A  1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0  1  1  1  1  
F a c t o r  B  0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1  1  1  1  1  
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The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 6. 
Successive residual matrices for the analysis (12 variables, 
two factors) are in Appendix E. 
The two factors accounted for 41.68% of the variance in 
the 12 variables. This was substantially less than that 
accounted for in the eight variables by the original two 
factors. Because of this finding, and because the factor 
loadings for the four added variables were low, it was decided 
to do another analysis. This time, three factors were 
hypothesized, with variables 1-5 expected to load on the first 
factor, variables 6-8 expected to load on the second factor, 
and the last four variables expected to load on the third 
factor. The factor vectors were set up like this; 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 13 20 21 
Factor A 11111000 0 0 0 0 
Factor B 00000111 0 0 0 0 
Factor C 00000000 1 1 1 1 
Table 7 summarizes the results of this analysis. Appendix E 
contains successive residual matrices for the analysis (12 
variables, three factors). 
The analysis improved the percent of variance accounted 
for from 41.68% to 49.30%, a considerable gain. 
Because it was thought that a still better fit to the 
data could be achieved, it was decided to do yet another 
analysis. Four factors were hypothesized, with variables 1-5 
Table 6. Results of group centroid factor analysis, 12 variables on two factors 
2 Variable Loading Loading h 
(Factor A) (Factor B) 
1 Watley's question .5331 -.2786 . 3618 
2 Vetter and Lewis: career preference .7292 -.1519 .5548 
3 Vetter and Lewis : realistic plan .7214 -.0913 .5287 
4 Hoyt and Kennedy questionnaire .4897 -.3044 .3325 
5 Edwards' life styles .6037 —.1669 .3923 
6 Tyler: SVIB .3433 .6412 .5289 
7 Gysbers et al.: SVIB .4301 .6969 .6706 
8 Counselor judgment; SVIB .4622 .7169 .7277 
11 College major .4099 .3632 .2999 
13 Mother's occupation .3500 .1201 .1369 
20 Achievement .3608 .2348 .1853 
21 Intraception .4545 .2749 .2821 
Percent variance accounted for 25.7020 15.9778 
Percent of total variance accounted for by two factors = 41.6799 
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expected to load on the first factor, variables 6-8 expected 
to load on the second factor, variables 11 and 13 expected to 
load on the third factor, and variables 20 and 21 expected to 
load on the fourth factor. The factor vectors were coded like 
this : 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 13 20 21 
Factor A 11111000 0 0 0 0 
Factor B 00000111 0 0 0 0 
Factor C 00000000 1 1 0 0 
Factor D 00000000 0 0 1 1 
The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 8. 
Successive residual matrices for the analysis (12 variables, 
four factors) are in Appendix E. 
The analysis improved the percent of variance accounted 
for from 49.30% to 58.13%, another considerable gain. 










1 Watley's question .6541 -.0649 -.1440 -.0318 .4539 
2 Vetter and Lewis : 
career preference .7627 .0568 .1305 -.0128 .6021 
3 Vetter and Lewis 
realistic plan .7436 .1174 .0709 .0330 .5728 
4 Hoyt and Kennedy 
questionnaire .5939 -.1263 -.0906 -.0007 . 3769 
5 Edwards' life styles .6513 .0170 .0333 .0123 .4258 
6 Tyler : SVIB .2491 .7886 -.0765 -.0345 .6909 
7 Gysbers et al.: 
SVIB .2813 . 8256 .0794 .0042 .7671 
8 Counselor judgment: 
SVIB .3227 .8689 -.0029 .0303 .8601 
11 College major .1968 .3442 .6270 .0287 .5512 
13 Mother's occupation .1801 .0730 .7160 -.0287 .5512 
20 Achievement .1732 .1987 -.1290 .6897 .5617 
21 Intraception .2476 .2550 -.0318 .6591 .5617 
Percent 
for 
of variance accounted 
22.8938 19.3689 8.2311 7.6352 
Percent of variance accounted for by four factors = 58 .1290 
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DISCUSSION 
Hypothesis I, that all the career-homemaking variables 
were measuring a common dimension, was not confirmed. Because 
only 38% of the common variance in the variables was accounted 
for by the one factor, it seems unlikely that the variables 
are all measuring one dimension. 
This finding has several implications for research in the 
area. Many researchers have seemed to assume that a unitary 
dimension of career-homemaking orientation exists and have 
proceeded on that basis. This study shows that this assumption 
may well be false. It may be that career orientation is more 
complex than psychologists have assumed, or is becoming more 
complex as women's career patterns change. Also, with more 
women working, the previously assumed career-homemaking 
dichotomy may be breaking down; a decision about a career may 
no longer be an either-or situation. At any rate, it seems 
apparent that more investigation into the components of career-
homeittakiiiy orienLation (if there is such a dimension) is 
necessary. 
The solution for two factors, hypothesized after examina­
tion of the correlation matrix, would seem to be a better fit 
to the data than the hypothesis of a single dimension. The 
percentage of variance accounted for by two factors (58.51%) 
was much greater than that accounted for by the hypothesized 
one variable (38.74%). Variables 1-5, which could be described 
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as self-report items, loaded on Factor A. In these variables 
the subject described herself in terms of her future plans and 
expressed interests. Variables 6-8, those which involved 
classification of SVIB profiles, or measured interests, loaded 
on Factor B. 
This finding would seem to be in line with what Dolliver 
(1969) found. He reported that research has demonstrated that 
SVIB scores do not wholly agree with expressed interests. 
Furthermore, he found no evidence to show that the SVIB is 
superior to expressed interests in terms of predictive validity. 
Thus, although neither self-report or measured interests can 
be labeled as the better method, there do seem to be two 
fairly distinct approaches to interest measurement. 
Dolliver also reported that "the SVIB works best for those 
who were clearest about what they were going to do" (1969, 
p. 99). This statement seems particularly relevant in terms 
of several authors' (Farmer & Bohn, 1970; Douvan, 1970) con­
tention that many women are caught in a conflict between 
homemaking and a career. Therefore, the SVIB may not be as 
useful for girls uncertain or in conflict about the future. 
This hypothesis may be especially important for certain seg­
ments of the female population, for example, housewives 
thinking about going back to work; or college senior women, 
homemaking oriented but without marital prospects. 
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The present study, although seeming to confirm Dolliver's 
distinction between self-reported and measured interests, 
differs from the studies that Dolliver reviewed in one major 
respect. While his studies involved direct use of SVIB scores, 
this study utilized various classifications of SVIB scales. 
Thus, the present study involved a more indirect use of the 
SVIB. This may have had an influence on the results. At 
this point, it is difficult to distinguish between the actual 
use of the scales and the use of other classifications of the 
scales. Are there differences in the scales themselves or in 
the ways various people have combined and classified scores on 
the scales? This is another question that needs to be investi­
gated. 
The fact that the classification of the SVIB scales seemed 
to represent a separate factor from the expressed homemaking-
career orientation raises another question. Do interests 
really play a role in women's career selection? Do females 
follow their interests in choosing college majors or careers? 
It may be that other variables (such as societal stereotype 
pressures, job availability, marital prospects, and family 
attitudes) play a more important part than do interests. 
A caution should be made concerning generalization from 
results. This study involved college women from only one 
university, generally at the same age level. It may be that a 
different sample, spanning a more representative part of 
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women's age levels and/or educational levels, would produce 
different results. The sample may be somewhat biased in that 
underclasswomen were overrepresented to some extent; the 
results might be changed if more upperclasswomen were added. 
It would be interesting to examine, with more subjects, pat­
terns across college years and across colleges, to see if 
differences in career-homemaking orientation do exist in 
different groups, or if patterns change as the women get older. 
Also, the present study investigated future preferences for a 
career versus homemaking; one attempting to measure actual 
career patterns might report different findings. In addition, 
there is the possibility that the present sample is, on the 
whole, more in conflict over the homemaking versus career issue 
than is the general female population. This conflict might be 
operating to cancel out any clear-cut patterns that might be 
present in a group that was more clear about what they wanted 
and expected. 
Most of the other personality, ability, and biographical 
variables previously reported to be related to career-
homemaking orientation did not correlate significantly with 
this dimension as measured by several variables in the present 
study. It seems important for future research to examine why 
no relationship was found. More longitudinal work (such as 
that by Tyler, 1964) is needed to find out what sorts of 
experiences and variables determine career preference. 
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It should be noted that the lack of confirmation of 
Hypothesis I made a direct test of Hypothesis II impossible. 
It may be that personality, ability, and biographical variables 
are not related to career-homemaking orientation, in contrast 
to what previous researchers have found. Or perhaps, more 
consistent, better measures of career-homemaking orientation 
are necessary if relationships between the dimension (if one 
exists) and other variables are to be found. 
The results of the three analyses (12 variables, two 
factors; 12 variables, three factors; and 12 variables, four 
factors) involved in looking at Hypothesis II raise an 
important question regarding previous findings by other 
authors. The solution for four factors, hypothesized after 
examination of the two- and three-factor analyses, is a better 
fit to the data of the 12 variables than is the tw6- or the 
three factor solution. The percentage of variance accounted 
for by four factors (58.13%) was greater than that accounted 
for bv two factors (41.68%) or that accounted for by three 
factors (49.30%), and the factor loadings for the last four 
variables were substantially higher than in either the two- or 
three-factor analyses. Again, variables 1-5, the self-report 
items, loaded on Factor A, while variables 6-8, measured-
interest items, loaded on Factor B. The two biographical 
items, variables 11 and 13, loaded on Factor C, while the 
Edwards' scales, variables 20 and 21, loaded on Factor D. 
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Thus, a lot of method variance seems to be accounted for, as 
represented by the four factors. 
Each of the factors may be measuring a different 
assessment method. Results illustrating differences between 
studies in career-homemaking orientation, presented by various 
authors, may actually have been due to differences in assess­
ment methods. Relationships found may have been due to 
artifacts in the data due to method of assessing career-
homemaking orientation. At any rate, this is an area which 
needs to be further investigated, perhaps by use of higher 
order factor analytic solutions or the multi-method, multi-
trait procedure. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
This study investigated the "career-homemaking dimension." 
Responses by 155 college women to several variables reported 
to measure career versus homemaking orientation were factor 
analyzed by a group centroid method in an attempt to find a 
common factor among the variables, such that the variables 
were all measuring the same dimension. A common factor was 
not discovered; two factors, self-report and classified SVIB 
profiles, were found to provide a better fit to the data. 
Also, personality, ability, and biographical items were 
hypothesized to be related to career-homemaking orientation. 
On the whole, no clear-cut relationship among the variables 
was found. 
The present study is only a beginning in this area of 
research. Many other populations besides that of under­
graduate college women might be utilized. Women in various 
curricula, from home economics to pre-medicine, might be 
studied more closely to determine the way in which homemaking 
versus career orientation may emerge. Longitudinal work might 
focus on how and when career patterns develop. More work is 
necessary to determine whether a career-homemaking dimension 
really exists outside the minds of scale developers. Perhaps 
through better understanding of how, when, or whether women 
develop career versus homemaking preferences, a better basis 
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for building a theory of women's vocational development can be 
established, and a more efficient and helpful way of aiding 
individual women in accomplishing their goals can be achieved. 
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APPENDIX A. QUESTIONNAIRE 
Name: Age: 
(please print) 
College year; Major: 
The following questions are an attempt to find out more about 
the attitudes of college women. Your answers will be used for 
research purposes only, and all information will be kept 
confidential. Answer in terms of how you really feel, rather 
than how you think you should feel. Please read the directions 
in each part carefully, and answer all items. 
Part 1; Each of the questions below requires only one response. 
Please circle the letter of the response that you 
choose. If none of the choices is completely 
appropriate, circle the one which comes the closest. 
1. What is or was your father's chief occupation? 
a. Unskilled or semi-skilled laborer 
b. Skilled laborer, craftsman or farm manager 
c. "White collar" office worker, salesman, clerical worker 
d. Business manager or runs his own business 
e. Professional worker (law, medicine, teaching, etc.) 
2. What is or was your mother's chief occupation? 
a. Mainly a housewife 
b. Unskilled, semi-skilled, or skilled laborer 
c. "White collar" office worker, saleswoman, clerical 
worker 
d. Business manager or runs her own business 
e. Professional worker (law. medicine,- teaching; etc.-) 
3. How much education did your father complete? 
a. Didn't graduate from high school 
b. High school graduate 
c. Technical or business school 
d. Some college, but didn't graduate 
e. B.A. or B.S. 
f. Graduate or professional work 
4. How much education did your mother complete? 
a. Didn't graduate from high school 
b. High school graduate 
c. Technical or business school 
d. Some college, but didn't graduate 
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e. B.A. or B.S. 
f. Graduate or professional work 
5. How important was a college education for a girl 
considered in your childhood home? 
a. Unimportant 
b. Helpful, but not essential 
c. Important, but not imperative 
d. Very important, practically imperative 
e. Extremely important, imperative 
6. What has been your mother's career pattern? 
a. She stayed at home and raised the family. She never 
has had a job outside the home since marriage. 
b. Although she has not worked for pay outside the home, 
she has been extensively involved in volunteer and/or 
club (church, 4-H, Red Cross, Women's Club, etc.) work. 
c. She worked after marriage, but devoted full time to 
home and family once the children were born and has 
not gone back to work. 
d. She worked after marriage, quit to devote full time to 
home and family when the children were small, and has 
returned (or will return) to work. 
e. She has worked most of the time since marriage, with 
only short periods of time away from the job when the 
children were born. 
7. Regarding your choice of a major or a career, your parents 
a. have very strong feelings and outline what they want 
you to do. 
b. are interested and helpful, but don't press you toward 
any particular choice. 
c. are somewhat interested. 
d. show no interest. 
e. actively oppose what you want to do. 
Part 2 ; Please answer the following question in the space 
below. 
There has been much concern recently about the proper 
role for women. Some contributors to the discussion emphasize 
the importance of being a mother and homemaker, others stress 
work and a career, and still others maintain that these aspects 
of life need not conflict. What are your own plans for family 
life,- work; or both? 
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Part 3; Assuming you could have only a professional career or 
a hoinemaking career, which would you choose? We 
realize that these are probably unrealistically extreme 
alternatives, but for the moment assume you could 
choose only one of these alternatives. We want to 
know which you would choose and how strong your 
preference for dt would be. Circle one of the numbers 
to indicate this. 
1. I would prefer; 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
Homemaking Professional 
Career 
2. I will probably end up as a: 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
Homemaker Don't Professional 
Know Career Woman 
Part 4 ; Please circle the letter of the response that you 
choose. 
Which of the following would you prefer? 
a. Marriage and a family without career involvement. 
b. Work (or study) in my profession and marriage, but 
eventually to devote full time to my home and children, 
working only if necessary. 
c. Work (or study) in my profession and marriage, but to 
devote full time to my children during their early 
years, returning to my profession after they are older. 
d. Continuing work (or study) in my profession after 
marriage with relatively short periods of inactivity 
in the profession devoted to my home and children. 
e. Work (or study) in my profession more or less 
continuously with some limitation on family involvement 
(for instance, unmarried, married without children, or 
with limited nurfibèi" of children) . 
Part 5: Please circle the letter of your response. 
Which one of the following best describes your future plans? 
a. "I intend to be a career woman; I would not consider 
giving up a career for marriage." 
b. "I may get married eventually, especially if I don't 
have to give up my professional career." 
c. "I definitely do not expect to work in any professional 
job (one that requires college training) after my 
college studies are completed." 
d. "I expect to get married and do not plan on working in 
a career at all; but I hope to be qualified, through my 
studies, for a job in case my marriage plans don't 
work out." 
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The S-0 Inventory 
Part 61 This inventory consists of pairs of numbered state­
ments. Read each statement and decide which of the 
two paired statements most consistently applies to you. 
Mark your answers on IBM answer sheet no. 1. Please 
answer every question. 
1. a. I feel that I have a right to expect others to do what 
I want of them. 
b. I do not feel that I have a right to expect others to 
do what I want of them. 
2. a. I do what others expect of me. 
b. I feel free to not do what others expect of me. 
3. a. It is necessary that others approve of what I do. 
b. It is not always necessary that others approve of what 
I do. 
4. a. I do not trust the decisions I make spontaneously, 
b. I trust the decisions I make spontaneously. 
5. a. My moral values are determined, for the most part, by 
the thoughts, feelings, and decisions of others, 
b. My moral values are not determined, for the most part, 
by the thoughts, feelings, and decisions of others. 
6. a. I do not believe in saying what I feel in dealing with 
others. 
b. I believe in saying what I feel in dealing with others. 
7. a. I believe the pursuit of self-interest is opposed to 
interest in others. 
b. I believe the pursuit of self-interest is not opposed 
to interest in others. 
8. a. I do not believe I have an innate capacity to cope 
with life. 
b. I believe I have an innate capacity to cope with life. 
9. a. I am bothered by fears of being inadequate. 
b= I am not bothered by fears of being inadequate. 
10. a. Reasons are needed to justify my feelings. 
b. Reasons are not needed to justify my feelings. 
11. a. Criticism threatens my self-esteem. 
b. Criticism does not threaten my self-esteem. 
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12. a. I cun afraid to be angry at those I love. 
b. r feel free to be angry at those I love. 
13. a. It is important that others accept my point of view, 
b. It is not necessary for others to accept my point of 
view. 
14. a. I should always assume responsibility for other 
people's feelings. 
b. I need not always assume responsibility for other 
people 's feelings. 
15. a. I only feel free to show friendly feelings to 
strangers. 
b. I feel free to show both friendly and unfriendly 
feelings to strangers. 
16. a. I actively attempt to avoid embarrassment whenever I 
can. 
b. I do not actively attempt to avoid embarrassment. 
17. a. When I really love myself, everybody will love me. 
b. When I really love myself, there will still be those 
who won't love me. 
18. a. I do not see myself as others see me. 
b. I see myself as others see me. 
19. a. I am not able to risk being myself. 
b. I am able to risk being myself. 
20. a. 
b. 
I cannot like people unless I also approve of them. 
I can like people without having to approve of them. 
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The A-I Inventory 
Part 7 ; 
DIRECTIONS: This inventory consists of a number of pairs of 
statements about things that you may or may not like, about 
ways in which you may or may not feel. Read each pair of 
statements and pick out the one statement that better describes 
what you like or how you feel. If both statements describe how 
you feel, then you should choose the one which you think is 
more characteristic. If neither statement accurately describes 
how you feel, then you should choose the one which you consider 
to be less inaccurate. 
Your choice, in each instance, should be in terms of what 
you like and how you feel at the present time, and not in terms 
of what you think you should like or how you think you should 
feel. This is not a test. There are no right or wrong 
answers. Your choices should be a description of your own 
personal likes and feelings. Make a choice for every pair of 
statements; do not skip any. Answer on IBM answer sheet no. 
1. a. I like to find out what great men have thought about 
various problems in which I am interested. 
b. I would like to accomplish something of great 
significance. 
2. a. I like to understand how my friends feel about various 
problems they have to face. 
b. If I have to take a trip, I like to have things 
planned in advance. 
3. a. I like to study and to analyze the behavior of others, 
b. I like to do things that other people regard as 
unconventional. 
4. a. I like to be able to come and go as I want to. 
b. I like to be able to say that I have done a difficult 
job well. 
5. a. I like to solve puzzles and problems that other people 
have difficulty with. 
b. I like to follow instructions and to do what is 
expected of me. 
6. a. I would like to be a recognized authority in some job, 
profession, or field of specialization. 
b. I like to have my work organized and planned before 
beginning it. 
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7. a. I like to share things with my friends. 
b. I like to analyze my own motives and feelings. 
8. a. I like to observe how another individual feels in a 
given situation. 
b. I like to be able to say that I have done a difficult 
job well. 
9. a. I like to analyze my own motives and feelings. 
b. I like to sympathize with my friends when they are 
hurt or sick. 
10. a. I like to solve puzzles and problems that other people 
have difficulty with. 
b. I like to judge people by why they do something—not 
by what they actually do. 
11. a. I like to be able to do things better than other 
people can. 
b. I like to eat in new and strange restaurants. 
12. a. I like to have my meals organized and a definite time 
set aside for eating. 
b. I like to study and to analyze the behavior of others. 
13. a. I like to tell amusing stories and jokes at parties, 
b. I would like to write a great novel or play. 
14. a. I like to analyze my own motives and feelings 
b. I like to make as many friends as I can. 
15. a. I like to accomplish tasks that others recognize as 
requiring skill and effort. 
b. I like my friends to encourage me when I meet with 
failure. 
16. a. I feel better when I give in and avoid a fight, than 
I would if I tried to have my own way. 
b. I like to analyze the feelings and motives of others. 
17. a. I would like to be a recognized authority in some job, 
profession, or field of specialization. 
b. I feel guilty whenever I have done something I know is 
wrong. 
18. a. I like to read newspaper accounts of murders and other 
forms of violence. 
b. I would like to write a great novel or play. 
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19. a. I like to think about the personalities of my friends 
and to try to figure out what makes them as they are. 
b. I like to try new and different jobs—rather than to 
continue doing the same old things. 
20. a. I like to say things that are regarded as witty and 
clever by other people. 
b. I like to put myself in someone else's place and to 
imagine how I would feel in the same situation. 
21. a. I would like to accomplish something of great 
significance. 
b. I like to kiss attractive persons of the opposite sex. 
22. a. I like to predict how my friends will act in various 
situations. 
b. I like to attack points of view that are contrary to 
mine. 
23. a. I like to be loyal to my friends. 
b. I like to do my very best in whatever I undertake. 
24. a. I like to accomplish tasks that others recognize as 
requiring skill and effort. 
b. I like to be able to come and go as I want to. 
25. a. I like to stay up late working in order to get a job 
done. 
b. I like to understand how my friends feel about various 
problems they have to face. 
26. a. I like to be one of the leaders in the organizations 
and groups to which I belong. 
b. I like to be able to do things better than other 
people can. 
27. a. When things go wrong for me, I feel that I am more to 
blame than anyone else. 
b. I like to solve puzzles and problems that other people 
have difficulty with. 
28. a. I like to put myself in someone else's place and to 
imagine how I would feel in the same situation, 
b. I like to tell my superiors that they have done a 
good job on something, when I think they have. 
29. a. Any written work that I do I like to have precise, 
neat, and well organized. 
b. I would like to be a recognized authority in some job, 
profession, or field of specialization. 
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30. a. I like to think about the personalities of my friends 
and to try to figure out what makes them as they are. 
b. I sometimes like to do things just to see what effect 
it will have on others. 
31. a. I like to be able to say that I have done a difficult 
job well. 
b. I like to work hard at any job I undertake. 
32. a. I like to feel free to do what I want to do. 
b. I like to observe how another individual feels in a 
given situation. 
33. a. I like to be able to do things better than other 
people can. 
b. I like to tell amusing stories and jokes at parties. 
34. a. I like my friends to do many small favors for me 
cheerfully. 
b. I like to judge people by why they do something—not 
by what they actually do. 
35. a. When with a group of people, I like to make the 
decisions about what we are going to do. 
b. I like to predict how my friends will act in various 
situations. 
36. a. I would like to write a great novel or play. 
b. When serving on a committee, I like to be appointed 
or elected chairman. 
37. a. I like to judge people by why they do something—not 
by what they actually do. 
b. I like my friends to show a great deal of affection 
toward me. 
38. a. I like to think about the personalities of my friends 
and to try to figure out what makes them as they are. 
b. I like to be able to persuade and influence others 
to do what I want to do. 
39. a. I like to go out with attractive persons of the 
opposite sex. 
b. I like to be successful in things undertaken. 
40. a. I like my friends to encourage me when I meet with 
failure. 














a. I like to accept the leadership of people I admire. 
b. I like to understand how my friends feel about various 
problems they have to face. 
a. I like to analyze the feelings and motives of others. 
b. I like to avoid being interrupted while at my work. 
a. I like to help my friends when they are in trouble. 
b. I like to do my very best in whatever I undertake. 
a. I feel like making fun of people who do things that I 
regard as stupid. 
b. I like to predict how my friends will act in various 
situations. 
a. I like to predict how my friends will act in various 
situations. 
b. I like to participate in discussions about sex and 
sexual activities. 
a. I like to be generous with my friends. 
b. I like to observe how another individual feels in a 
given situation. 
a. I like to work hard at any job I undertake. 
b. I would like to accomplish something of great 
significance. 
a. I like to analyze the feelings and motives of others. 
b. I feel depressed by my own inability to handle 
various situations. 
a. I like to do my very best in whatever I undertake. 
b. I like to help other people who are less fortunate 
than I am. 
a. I like to travel and to see the country. 
b. I like to accomplish tasks that others recognize as 
requiring skill and effort. 
a. I like to eat in new and strange restaurants. 
b. I like to put myself in someone else's place and to 
imagine how I would feel in the same situation. 
a= I like to be successful in things undertaken. 
b. I like to form new friendships. 
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I like to become sexually excited. 
I like to study and to analyze the behavior of others. 
I would like to write a great novel or play. 
I like to attack points of view that are contrary to 
mine. 
Strong Vocational Interest Blank for Women 
(Form TW398) 
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APPENDIX B. CORRESPONDENCE OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
ITEMS TO VARIABLES 
.riable Name of variable Item 
1 Watley's question Part 2 
2 Vetter and Lewis; career preference Part 3, no. 1 
3 Vetter and Lewis: realistic plan Part 3, no. 2 
4 Hoyt and Kennedy's questionnaire Part 5 
5 Edwards' life styles Part 4 
6 Tyler: SVIB classification of 
Part 8 
7 Gysbers et al.: SVIB classification of 
Part 8 
8 Counselor judgment: SVIB classification of 
Part 8 
9 MSAT orientation score 
10 CPA cumulative Spring, 
1971, , ISU 
Registrar's Office 
11 College major biographical 
information 
12 Father's occupation Part 1, no. 1 
13 Mother's occupation Part 1, no. 2 
14 Father's education Part 1, no. 3 
15 Mother's education Part 1, no. 4 
16 Family view of education Part 1, no. 5 
17 Mother's career pattern Part 1, no. 6 
18 Parents' interest in career Part 1, no. 7 
19 Self-other orientation Phît t 6 
20 Achievement Part 7 
21 Intraception Part 7 
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APPENDIX C. PERCENT OF WOMEN STUDENTS 
ENROLLED IN EACH COLLEGE MAJOR^ 
1. Home Economics 9 8 
Home Economics Education 98 
2. Elementary Education 93 
Child Development and Special Education 91 
Modern Languages 87 













6. Anthropology 33 
Botany 32 
Philosophy 28 
Political Science 28 
Pre-Medicine 23 
7. Chemistry 15 
Economics 14 
Industrial Administration 14 
Agriculture 08 
^(Abe & Holland, 1965). 
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APPENDIX D. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF OPTIONS 
FOR ALL 21 VARIABLES 
Variable 
1. Watley's question 
2. Vetter and Lewis: 
career preference 
3. Vetter and Lewis; 
realistic plan 












































































































5. Edwards* life styles 
6. Tyler: SVIB 
7. Gysbers et al.; SVIB 
8. Counselor judgment: 
SVIB 
9. MSAT less 






Option frequency Percent 
1 0 0 
2 36 23 
3 97 63 
4 16 10 
5 6 4 
155 100 
1 19 12 
2 7 5 
3 24 15 
4 105 68 
155 100 
1 47 30 
2 20 13 
3 16 11 
4 24 15 
5 17 11 
6 13 8 
7 18 12 
155 100 
1 25 16 
2 34 22 
3 44 28 
4 29 19 
5 23 15 
155 100 
than 30 10 6 
31-40 12 8 
41-50 38 25 
51-60 58 37 
61-70 30 19 
71+ 7 5 
155 100 
than 2.00 11 7 
01-2.50 33 21 
51-3.00 62 40 
01-3.50 38 25 
51-4.00 11 7 
155 100 
11. College major 
12. Father's occupation 
13. Mother's occupation 
14. Father's education 
15. Mother's education 
16. Family view of 
education for women 
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Observed 
Option frequency Percent 
1 36 23 
2 41 27 
3 28 18 
4 14 9 
5 29 18 
6 2 2 
7 5 3 
155 100 
1 8 5 
2 45 29 
3 21 14 
4 53 34 
5 28 18 
155 100 
1 91 59 
2 9 6 
3 28 18 
4 5 3 
5 22 4 
155 100 
1 17 11 
2 48 31 
3 10 6 
4 27 18 
5 28 18 
6 25 16 
155 100 
1 6 4 
2 59 38 
3 22 14 
4 28 18 
5 27 18 
6 13 8 
155 100 
1 5 3 
2 7 5 
3 65 42 
4 54 35 




Option frequency Percent 
17. Mother's career 
pattern 1 31 20 
2 29 19 
3 22 14 
4 53 34 
5 20 13 
155 100 
18. Parents' interest in 
major or career 16 4 
2 130 84 
3 14 9 




orientation 4 11 
6 2 1 
7 3 2 
8 4 2 
9 6 4 
10 11 7 
11 17 11 
12 22 15 
13 16 10 
14 12 8 
15 20 13 
16 24 15 
17 5 3 
18 9 6 
19 2 1 
20 1 1 
155 100 
20. Achievement 4 11 
5 3 2 
6 6 3 
7 3 2 
8 8 6 
9 15 9 
10 11 7 
11 20 13 
12 15 10 
13 12 8 










































































APPENDIX E. SUCCESSIVE RESIDUAL MATRICES (UPPER HALF) 

















After I factor 
7165 0035 -1299 
5273 1479 -0079 
5079 -0282 -0292 
7980 -0718 -1752 
6737 -1518 -1750 
6249 1104 2180 
5659 3042 
4867 
After ]. factor 
5721 -1294 -2428 
4183 0631 -1519 
4471 -1545 -1128 
6473 -2)19 -0479 
5758 0357 0182 
9379 4438 5764 
9209 6854 
8959 
8 variables, 1 factor a 
0103 0609 -2030 -2590 -1993 
0960 -2421 -1385 -1942 
1812 -1503 -1371 
2577 -2676 
2107 
8 variables, 2 factors 
1389 -0610 -0399 -0922 -0290 ^ 
2000 -0111 1000 0523 m 
0632 1027 1256 
1286 -1372 
0116 
^Decimal points have been omitted here and throughout. 
After 2 factors 
1. 5679 -1257 -2352 -1471 -0599 0113 
2. 4151 0564 -1447 -2010 -0559 0530 
3. 4333 -1397 -1148 -0294 0058 0236 
4. 6313 -1998 0517 -0243 -0275 
5. 5755 0223 0041 -0264 
6. 3161 -2072 -1089 
7. 2392 -0320 
8. 1408 
12 variables, 2 
After 1 factor 
1. 7158 -0192 -1409 0115 0433 -0599 
2. 4682 1041 -0561 -1435 -0714 0009 
3. 4796 -0662 -0640 0008 0016 0321 
4. 7602 -1107 — 0680 -1722 -1720 -1609 
5. 6356 -0092 -0582 -0805 -0987 -0627 
6. 8822 3663 4981 1158 -0565 0347 
7. 8150 5774 2216 0087 0827 0524 
8. 7863 1786 -0498 0779 1166 
11. 8320 -0836 -0627 -0946 
13. 8775 -2366 -0938 
























After 2 factors 
1. 6382 -0615 -1664 -0963 -0032 1187 
2. 4452 0903 -1023 -1688 0260 1067 
3. 4713 -0940 -0792 0593 0652 0975 
4. 6675 -1615 1272 0400 0463 -0503 
5. 6077 0978 0581 0 391 -0381 -0427 
6. 4711 -0806 0384 -1170 -1335 -1159 
7. 3294 0778 -0315 -0750 -0809 -1391 
8. 2723 -0818 -1358 -0905 -0804 
11. 7001 -1272 -1480 -1945 
13. 8631 -2648 -1268 
20. 8147 -1146 
21. 7179 
12 variables, 3 
After 1 factor 
1. 5721 -1294 -2428 -1389 -0610 -0399 
2. 4183 0631 -1519 -2000 -0111 1000 
3. 4471 -1545 -1128 0632 1027 1256 
4 . 6473 -2019 -0479 -1286 -1372 -0771 
5. 5758 0357 0182 -0116 0205 0312 
6. 9379 4438 5764 20 75 0187 1154 
7. 9209 6854 3425 1085 1892 1782 
8. 8959 3046 0539 1888 2468 
11. 9613 0244 0511 0429 
13. 9676 -1415 0207 















-0922 -0290 -1413 
0523 1087 0903 
0891 0550 0495 
-0974 0832 -1268 
-0653 0842 
2081 
-0792 -0758 0266 
0084 -0208 
0368 
After 2 factors 
1. 5679 -1257 -2352 -1471 -0599 0113 
2. 4151 0564 -1447 -2010 -0559 0530 
3. 4333 -1397 -1148 -0294 0058 0236 
4. 6313 -1998 0517 -0243 -0275 -0336 
5. 5755 0223 0041 -0264 0147 0300 
6. 3161 -2072 -1089 -0639 -0388 -0413 
7. 2392 -0320 0584 04 83 0251 -0323 
8. 1408 0055 -0095 0161 0253 
11. 8428 -0007 -0173 -0449 
13. 9622 -1560 0021 
20 . 9305 0204 
21. 8737 
After 3 factors 
1. 5538 -1166 -2267 -1543 -0562 0022 
2. 4092 0509 -1401 -2034 -0501 0488 
3. 4282 -1354 -1171 -0239 0018 0221 
4. 6277 -1979 0471 -0209 -0262 -0074 
5 . 5745 0247 0024 -0271 0011 0160 
6. 3103 -2030 -1073 -0307 -0044 -0082 
7. 2361 -0331 0342 0233 0011 -0586 
8. 1404 -0035 -0189 0071 0154 
11. 6537 -1965 -2059 -2513 
13. 7594 -3513 -2117 










































12 variables, 4 factors 
After 1 factor 
1. 5721 -1294 -2428 -1389 -0610 -0399 -0922 
2. 4183 0631 -1519 -2000 -0111 1000 0523 
3. 4471 -1545 -1128 0632 1027 1256 0891 
4. 6473 -2019 -0479 -1286 -1372 -0771 -0974 
5. 5758 0357 0182 -0116 0205 0312 -0653 
6. 9379 4438 5764 2075 0187 1154 2081 
7. 9209 6854 3425 10 85 1892 1782 
8. 8959 3046 0539 1888 2468 
11. 9613 0244 0511 0429 
13. 9676 -1415 0207 
20. 9700 0711 
21. 9387 
After 2 factors 
1. 5679 -1257 -2352 -1471 -0599 0113 -0387 
2. 4151 0564 -1447 -2010 -0559 0530 0029 
3. 4333 -1397 -1148 -0294 0058 0236 0487 
4. 6313 -1998 0517 -0243 -0275 -0336 -0882 
5. 5755 0223 0041 -0264 0147 0300 -0687 
6 . 3161 -2072 -1089 -0639 -0388 -0413 0070 
7 . 2392 -0320 0584 0483 0251 -0323 
8. 1408 0055 -0095 0161 0253 
11. 8428 -0007 -0173 -0449 
13. 9622 -1560 0021 
































After 3 factors 
1. 5471 -1069 -2250 -1602 -0551 0002 
2. 3980 0471 -1329 -2053 -0459 0427 
3. 4283 -1333 -1172 -0240 0002 02 38 
4. 6231 -1967 0448 -0171 -0277 0233 
5. 5744 0248 0015 -0263 -0062 0062 
6. 3103 -2012 -1091 -0160 0160 -0511 
7. 2329 -0317 0086 — 00 86 0354 -0297 
8. 1408 0074 -0074 0157 0252 
11. 4496 -4496 0636 -0249 
13. 4496 -0636 0249 
20. 9139 0163 
21. 8727 
After 4 factors 
1. 5461 -1073 -2239 -1602 -0547 -0009 
2. 3979 0476 -1329 -2052 —0464 0427 
3. 4272 -1332 -1176 -0228 0000 0228 
4. 6231 -1967 0448 -0171 -0277 0233 
5. 5742 0253 0014 -0267 -0065 0065 
6. 3091 -2010 -1080 -0150 0150 -0273 
7. 2329 -0319 0084 -0084 0325 -0325 
8. 1399 0065 -0065 -0052 0052 
11. 4488 — 4488 0438 -0438 
13. 4488 -0438 0438 
20. 4383 -4383 
21. 4383 
0272 
0033 
0043 
0233 
0644 
0046 
0270 
0073 
-0043 
0966 
0810 
0287 
•0073 
0354 
•0975 
0287 -0815 
0140 -0312 
0092 
0385 
0271 
0037 
0033 
0233 
0729 
0273 
0279 
0077 
-0033 
0971 
0729 
0278 
0077 
0126 
•0971 
0278 
0228 
-0126 
-0595 
-0228 
0595 
